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ness within its limits. Paul v. Virginia (U. S. 1868) 8 Wall. 168. By doing' 
such business, the corporation is assumed to consent. See St. Clair v. Cox 
(1882) 106 U. S. 350, 356, 1 Sup. Ct. 3S4. Federal courts interpret statutes 
authorizing state officials to receive service for non-resident corporations as apply- 
ing only to causes of action arising in the state. Simon v. Southern Ry. (1915) 
236 U. S. 115, 35 Sup. Ct. 255. But .if a state court holds that a statute requiring 
appointment of an agent gives, upon compliance therewith, jurisdiction over 
causes of action arising outside the state, the federal courts follow that con- 
struction and sustain the statute. Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. v. Gold Issue Mining 
Co. (1917) 243 U. S. 93, 37 Sup. Ct. 344. The distinction is made because the con- 
sent in Simon v. Southern Ry., supra, was fictitious; but where, as in Pennsylvania 
Fire Ins. Co. v. Gold Issue Mining Co., supra, an agent is appointed, the consent is 
actual. See Bagdon v. Philadelphia & Reading C. & I. Co. (1916) 217 N. Y. 432, 
436, 437, 111 N. E. 1075; Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. v. Gold Issue Mining Co., supra, 
95, 96. This theory supports the intimation in the instant case that a foreign 
corporation, although not doing business in the state, would, in return for the 
privilege of doing business, be amenable to process if it had appointed an agent in 
compliance with a statute thus broadly interpreted by the state courts. It was 
supposed, however, that a statute so construed would be void as imposing an 
"unconstitutional condition." See Baltic Mining Co. v. Commonwealth of Mass. 
(1913) 231 U. S. 68, 83, 34 Sup. Ct. 15. But decisions under the two theories 
can scarcely be reconciled as the "exclusion" doctrine of Paul v. Virginia, supra r 
upon which the contract theory rests, is in effect limited by the doctrine of "consti- 
tutional limitations." See Henderson, The Position of Foreign Corporations in 
American Constitutional Law (1918) 146, 147. 

Constitutional Law— Taxation— Products of Child Labor.— The plaintiff 
corporation sued a former internal revenue collector to recover a' tax paid under 
the Revenue Act of February, 1919 imposing a 10% tax on profits from sales of 
goods manufactured by establishments employing children under certain ages. 
Held, for the plaintiff. The statute was unconstitutional as Congress has no 
power to regulate purely internal affairs of the state. Drexel Furniture Co. v. 
Bailey (D. C, W. D. N. C. 1921) 276 Fed. 452. 

The fiscal powers of Congress have been most broadly interpreted. See 
McCulloch v. Maryland (U. S. 1819) 4 Wheat. 316, 431, 435; Flint v. Stone Tracy 
Co. (1911) 220 U. S. 108, 153, 31 Sup. Ct. 342. A statute imposing a tax is valid 
even though it in effect controls matters which only the state governments may 
regulate directly. Veazie Bank v. Fenno (1869) 75 U. S. 533; McCray v. United 
States (1904) 195 U. S. 27, 24 Sup. Ct. 769. It is immaterial that this control 
is the real motive for imposing the tax. United States v. Doremus (1919) 249 U. 
S. 86, 39 Sup. Ct. 214; McCray v. United States, supra. The Supreme Court 
decided that transportation of certain kinds of goods was not a question of inter- 
state commerce and that congress had, therefore, no power to prohibit such 
transportation since to do so would interfere with state rights. Hammer v. Dagen- 
Jtart (1918) 247 U. S. 251, 38 Sup. Ct. 529. The court in the instant case and in 
George v. Bailey (D. C. 1921) 274 Fed. 639 based its decisions mainly on Hammer 
V. Dagenhart, supra. It may be that the Supreme Court, in order to protect state 
rights, will extend the doctrine of that case, overrule McCray v. United States, 
supra, and the other taxation cases, and hold the statute under consideration un- 
constitutional because its primary purpose is to control manufacturing conditions. 
But those cases are still law and the district court should have followed them. 
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